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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 have been examined and stand rejected. Applicant notes the Examiner has 
failed, again, to address claims 22-24 and, thus, submit that these claims are allowable. 
Response to Arguments 

The Examiner alleges that FIGS. 3 A and 3B show where the inner portion of the dimples 
actually contour with the surface. Thus, the Examiner presumes that the polygonal dimples were 
formed in flat regions first before contouring within the dimples was added. (Office Action, pg. 
8) 

In response. Applicant submits that there is no indication, anywhere within Sullivan, that 
the demarcations within the dimples of FIGS. 3 A and 3B indicate that the dimple is contouring 
with the surface. In fact, if the dimple is contouring with the surface, it is not a dimple. 
However, despite the Examiner's new reasoning. Applicant submits the disclosure of Sullivan is 
clear that there are two areas on its golf ball: (1) a dimpled area (below the outermost surface), 
and (2) un-dimpled or land surfaces, (col. 4, lines 50-52) 

Moreover, there is simply no support for the Examiner's presumption that the polygonal 
dimples were formed in flat regions. Because the surface of the ball is described as substantially 
spherical. Applicant submits that there is no support for any flat regions within Sullivan. 
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35 V.S.C. S 102(e) Rejection ■ Claims 1-4, 6-8, 11. 12. 14, 17. 18 and 19 ; 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, 11, 12, 14, 17, 18 and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,884,183 to Sullivan. Applicant respectfully traverses this 
rejection as follows. 

Applicant submits that Sullivan fails to disclose, in any manner, a plurality of flat surface 
regions formed on the outermost spherical surface, as recited in independent claims 1, 8, 13, 14 
and 17. 

Initially, Applicant incorporates by reference the arguments set forth in the October 28, 
2005, Amendment. Furthermore, Sullivan discloses a substantially spherical surface, which is 
counter to the Examiner's allegation that a plurality of flat surface regions are formed on the 
outermost spherical surface. In particular, Applicant notes the following: 

1) Sullivan makes clear that the surface is substantially spherical , (col. 3, line 4) 

2) The ball depicted in FIGS. 3 A and 3B is of a golf ball having a plurality of dimples 12 
separated by outer undimpled or land surfaces , (col. 4, lines 50-52) 

3) The written disclosure is otherwise silent on the outer surface of the golf ball and 
notably the term flat is used nowhere within the reference. 

Therefore, the outer surfaces, which comprise the land surfaces, are substantially spherical and 
not flat as alleged by the Examiner. 

Thus, Applicant submits that claims 1, 8, 13 and 14 are allowable for at least this reason. 
Additionally, AppHcant submits that claims 3-4, 6-7, 1 1, 12, 18 and 19 are allowable, at least 
because of their dependency. 
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35 V.S.C. S 103(a) Rejection - Claims 5. 9, 10 and 13 

Claims 5, 9, 10 and 13 stand rejected under Sullivan in view of an obvious design choice. 

The Examiner concedes that Sullivan does not disclose the number of dimples recited in these 
claims. In order to compensate for this deficiency, the Examiner states that it would have been . 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have this number of dimples to reduce the land area 
of the golf ball. 

However, despite this alleged modification proposed by the Examiner, the combination 
fails to compensate for the above noted deficiency of Sullivan. Thus, Applicant submits that 
claims 5, 9, 10 and 13 are allowable, at least because of their dependency. 

35 U,S,C. IS 103(a) Rejection ■ Claims 20 and 21 

Claims 20 and 21 have been rejected as being unpatentable over Sullivan in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,566,943 to Boehm. The Examiner concedes that Sullivan does not disclose the 
dimple having a bottom parallel to the surface region. To compensate for this deficiency, the 
Examiner applies Boehm. However, because Boehm fails to compensate for the deficiency 
noted above with regard to independent claims 1, 8, 13, 14 and 17, Applicant submits that 
dependent claims 20 and 21 are allowable, at least, because of their dependency. 

Conclusion 

In view of the above, reconsideration and allowance of this application are now believed 
to be in order, and such actions are hereby solicited. If any points remain in issue which the 
Examiner feels may be best resolved through a personal or telephone interview, the Examiner is 
kindly requested to contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. 
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The USPTO is directed and authorized to charge all required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted. 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 




Telephone: (202) 293-7060 Registration No. 55, 1 54 

Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 

WASHINGTON OFFICE 

23373 

CUSTOMER NUMBER 

Date: July 5, 2006 
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